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FACULTV SENATE REGULAR MEETING
Wednesday, May 29,2002,3:10 p.m.
BARGE 412
AGENDA

I.

ROLL CALL

II.

MOTION NO. 02-53: CHANGES TO AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA

m.

APPROVAL oF MINUTEs -

q,~tJ-p..2 i s-~-a..:< /7JJ~ -7~/J~~

IV. COMMUNICATIONS
V. ANSWERS TO SENATE CONCERNS (10 Minutes)
VI. REPORTS/ACTION ITEMS (20 Minutes)
Chair
Motion No. 02-54: "Ratification of the 2002-03 Standing Committee members attached as ~'1~;/

_)

Motion No.
Exhibit B."

0~5:

"Ratification of the 2002-03 Faculty Grievance Committee members attached as

"f/4-.S:F'/. )

Faculty Senate General Education Committee
Motion No. 02-56: "Addition of section 5-11 General Educ~o~ f?rogram to the Central Washington
University Policies manual attached as Exhibit C." ( ( #.5..u.d.J
VII. REPORTS/DISCUSSION ITEMS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

CHAIR (10 Minutes)
CHAIR ELECT (10 Minutes)
PRESIDENT: (10 Minutes)
UNITED FACULTY OF CENTRAL (15 Minutes)
EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION: Wendy Williams (5 Minutes)
SENATE CONCERNS (10 Minutes)
STUDENT REPORT (5 Minutes)
SENATE COMMITTEES (10 Minutes)
Academic Affairs Committee: Susan Donahoe
Budget Committee: Thomas Yeh
Code Committee: David Dauwalder
Curriculum Committee: Toni Culjak
Development and Appropriations Committee: Charles Li
General Education Committee: Carey Gazis
Personnel Committee: Rob Perkins
Public Affairs Committee/Council of Faculty Representatives: Michael Braunstein

VIII. OLD BUSINESS
IX.

NEW BUSINESS

X.

ADJOURNMENT
***NEXT REGULAR SENATE MEETING: October 9, 2002***
BARGE 412

Exhibit A
Faculty Senate Academic Affairs' Committee

Heidi Szpek

3 years

Philosophy, first term .

3 years

Library, served on committee since 1994.

3 years
3 years

Industrial & Engineering Technology, first term .
English, served on committee for 1 year.

Faculty Senate Budget Committee

Thomas Yeh
Faculty Senate Code Committee

Lad Holden
Patsy Callaghan

Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee

Wayne Klemin
Kirsten Tozer
Bruce Palmquist

3 years
3 years
3 years

Information Technology & Administrative Mgt., first term .
Library, served on committee for 1 year.
Physics, first term.

Faculty Senate Development and Appropriations Committee

James Beaghan
Jan Bowers

1 year
3 years

Business Administration, served on committee for 2 years.
Family & Consumer Sciences, first term.

Faculty Senate General Education Committee

Carey Gazis

3 years

Geological Sciences, served on committee for 2 years.

Faculty Senate Personnel Committee

Timothy Dittmer
Kirk Johnson

3 years
3 years

Economics, served on committee of 3 years.
Sociology, first term.

Faculty Senate Public Affair's Committee

Daniel CannCasciato
James Huckabay
Todd Schaefer
Jeffrey Dippmann
Beatrice Coleman

1 year
3 years
1 year
2 years
3 years

Library (Chair Elect).
Geography & Land Studies (FLR).
Political Science, first term.
Philosophy, first term.
Communication (CFR)

1 year
3 years
3 years

Library (Chair Elect).
Geography and Land Studies (FLR).
·
Communication, first term.

3 years

Geography and Land Studies, first term.

Council of Faculty Representatives

Daniel CannCasciato
James Huckabay
Beatrice Coleman
Faculty Legislative Representative

James Huckabay

Exhibit B
Faculty Grievance Committee
To replace Robert Jacobs, Political Science, as a regular member on the Faculty Grievance Committee .
Terrence Schwartz

2 years

Psychology

Exhibit C
Proposal to add Section 5-11 General Education Program to the CWU Policies and Procedures Manual.
5-11

General Education Program
5-11.1

To add a course to the General Education program, the course must meet the following two criteria:
5-11.1 ; frhe course will promote the basic skills in writing, speaking, critical thinking, quantitative
reasoning, or information literacy, or a combination of the above.
5-11.1)~·he course will address some of the General Education program goals. (See Section 5-11.4)

5-11.2 Three additional criteria may be used when considering whether a course should be added to the
General Education program~
5-11.2.1
5-11.2.2
5-11.2.3

How the course promotes interdisciplinary teaching and learning.
.
How the course affects other courses in the General Education program (e.g., will it
reduce enrollments in other courses, does it eliminate bottlenecks, etc.).
How effectively and comprehensively the course addresses General Education program
goals.

5-11.3 When proposing a new course for the General Education program, Curriculum Transmittal Form C Course Additions plus the General Education appendix must be completed.
5-11 -?"/ General Education goals:
1.

Students will become thoughtful and responsible members of society and stewards of the earth .

2.

Students will respect diversity of background, experience, and belief and value the different
perspectives that this diversity brings.

3. Students will achieve fluency in reading, writing, oral communication, and information
technology.
4.

Students will master the basic principles of logical, mathematical, and scientific reasoning.

5.

Students will develop an appreciation of the breadth and depth of scientific and humanistic
knowledge.

6.

Students will develop a sense of the interconnectedness of knowledge.

7.

Students will integrate knowledge from diverse fields of study in order to solve real-world
problems.

8.

Students will become aware of the manifold ways that knowledge evolves.

9. Students will develop a disposition for asking incisive and insightful questions.

MINUTES
CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
FACULTV SENATE REGULAR MEETING MINUTES: May 29, 2002
http://www.cwu.edu/-fsenate
Presiding Officer:
Lad Holden
Recording Secretary: Nancy Bradshaw
Meeting was called to order at 3:10p.m.
ROLL CALL:
Senators:

All senators or their alternates were present except Burnham, Coleman, Delgado, Donahoe, Gunn,
Martinis, Nethery, Olivero, Scarth , Singh, Sutton.

Visitors:

Spike Arlt, Lila Harper, Rebecca Jaffe, David Kaufman, Wendy Rader-Konofalski, David Saltz, Kirsten
Tozer, David Uberti, Carolyn Wells, Thomas Yeh.

CHANGES TO AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA: The agenda was approved as presented .
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The minutes of the April 24, 2002 and May 8, 2002, Faculty Senate meeting were approved
as presented.
COMMUNICATIONS: (Available for viewing in the Senate Office or distribution on request)
No communications.
ANSWERS TO SENATE CONCERNS:
Performance-Based Budgeting: Work continues on performance-based budgeting. A base line document is being
produced and should be available shortly. A thorough discussion regarding indicators of scholarly productivity, tied to
program review, continues. As performance-based budgeting has usually been described as a grass-roots process,
could some information as to what is being developed (and by whom) be shared on a regular basis with the faculty?
Answer: Provost Saltz indicated that work is continuing on the performance-based budgeting process. However, he
does not believe that it really is a "grassroots" process . He explained that the process is often a system-mandated top
down process and that Central is trying to do something in between the two. Provost Saltz emphasized the fact that
the budgeting process would not be completed by the end of the academic year. The plan now is to implement the
process next year by working on it through the summer and presenting plans to the academic governance in the fall.
Academic Skills Center: At the May 8 Senate meeting concerns were expressed regarding the elimination of the
Academic Skills Center. Some concerns included; future plans for setting-up tutorials and advisement placement
during the summer and beyond, addressing issues of diversity and the effects relating to the recruitment and retention
of minorities, where the budget lines will go for faculty currently teaching remedial English and mathematics. The
provost offered to present more details of this issue at the May 29 Senate meeting .
Answer: Provost Saltz began by stating that while the Academic Skills Center has been eliminated, the services will
continue to be provided by other means through existing campus departments. The remedial courses are moving to
the English and mathematic departments. All incoming freshman who have not qualified for baccalaureate level math
or English based on their SAT or ACT scores, will be tested during summer orientation . Students will be advised
during orientation and strongly urged to enroll immediately into the appropriate remedial course. The goal is to move
students through the courses at a more rapid pace and to keep them from repeatedly testing in an attempt to avoid
taking remedial courses, and ultimately having to take the courses as they approach junior and senior levels.
Plans have not been finalized regarding the other services provided by Academic Skills. However, plans will be in
place by the beginning of fall quarter. Also included in the plans is the creation of a writing center. The funding for the
Academic Skills Center will be distributed to those departments assuming their services.
Loss of Database Information: At the May 8 Senate meeting a concern was raised on behalf of the Department of
Geography and Land Studies and the Department of Anthropology regarding the reduced funding for database
information and access that is vital to these department programs. (Fees will be reduced for access to both journalaggregated database and indexing database.)
Answer: Provost Saltz indicated that he believes the concern is inaccurate and that it is a lack of expansion of
database information instead of the loss of database information. David Kaufman, Interim Dean of the Library,
explained the budgetary situation the library is facing. Kaufman stated that the amount of funding the library will have
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next year is just 15 percent more than library funding for 1994. The library has also changed with the addition of the
cooperative library project, inclusion of electronic databases and the addition of Cascade, which is a very profitable
venture among the six baccalaureate universities. With the addition of these services, decisions had to be made in
regards to what the library could fund. Only 26 percent of the operating budget goes to the basic operations of the
library, such as maintenance agreements, book bags for interlibrary loan, and Cascade. Interlibrary borrowing has
become an issue because it helps expand a library's core collection. Other increased fees are license fees for
operating systems, copyright fees and cataloging services fees. The resources are distributed so that a portion goes
towards print serials with enough to allow for a small increase in subscription rates; E-resources that are the on-line full
text titles and indexes; media resources; and binding fees.
Kirsten Tozer, Assistant Professor, Serials, explained to senators that the library is trying hard to work with
departments to assess their library needs. In this effort, a letter was recently sent to each library representative and
department chair with a list of current print serials each department had for the 2000 subscription year. Departments
were asked to review their list to see if there were serials that they could get along without and serials that
departments could not do without. The plan for this year is to look at titles that are currently received in print and also
covered in the aggregate full-text databases to determine the possibility of canceling the print subscriptions for titles
that are covered electronically. The extra funds would be used to cover next year's inflationary costs. The standard
inflation for serials is 10-percent. Tozer emphasized the fact that this is a short-term solution to cover inflation for the
2003 subscription year.
Senator Huckabay expressed his appreciation to the library for helping the affected departments deal with this issue.
A better line of communication has been created that may result in developing a greater support base in the library and
have a more clear understanding of what library needs are in academic departments.
The question was asked to what extent Cascade would affect the degree in which we actually provide materials?
Kaufman answered by stating that Cascade is one of the best things to happen to the state of Washington. He
indicated that it would be used to strengthen Central's common core of collections.
In conclusion, Professor Tozer indicated that the library is working to improve communication between the academic
departments and the library and asked senators and faculty at large to send her suggestions for further improvement
in this area.
REPORTS:
A. ACTION ITEMS:
Chair
Motion No. 02-54 (Adopted): Chair Holden proposed a motion that was adopted: "Ratification of the 2002-03
Faculty Senate Standing Committee members attached as Exhibit A."
Motion No. 02-55 (Adopted): Chair Holden proposed a motion that was adopted: "Ratification of Terrence
Schwartz, Associate Professor of Psychology, for a 2-year term as a regular member on the Faculty Grievance
Committee."
Faculty Senate General Education Committee
Motion No. 02-56 (Adopted): Carey Gazis, on behalf of the Faculty Senate General Education Committee,
proposed a motion that was adopted: "Addition of section 5-11 General Education Program, to the Central
Washington University Policies manual attached Exhibit B."
B. DISCUSSION ITEMS:
1.

CHAIR: 1. Chair Holden presented certificates to senators whose terms ended in June 2002. Senators honored
include: John Alsoszatai-Petheo, Anthropology; Gerald Gunn, Business Administration; James Beaghan,
Business Administration; Andrea Bowman, Curriculum and Supervision; Marla Wyatt, Family and Consumer
Sciences; Timothy Melbourne, Geological Sciences; James Cook, History; Stephen Chalmers, Art. 2. Chair
Holden again clarified the course of action regarding the student representation on the Faculty Senate. He
indicated that the president has removed this section from the proposed code changes going before the Board of
Trustees, so that the remaining proposals could be adopted and moved forward. The motion will be sent back to
the Faculty Senate for reconsideration. The Code Committee will be charged with looking at the whole matter as a
single issue next year. There has been some discussion since the Senate's adoption that may include the
possibility of limiting student's votes to curriculum issues or forming an Academic Senate compared to the Faculty
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Senate. There is also the possibility that the end conclusion will be the same as the initial proposal. 3. Lastly,
Chair Holden thanked Senators for their participation in the Faculty Senate this year. He stated that there have
been improvements in the Faculty Senate working together with the administration; the Senate has a seat on each
of the Board of Trustees subcommittees that allows for a voice with the Board of Trustees; the Chair and Chair
Elect meet regularly with the president and provost; and the Senate has a seat on the Academic Affairs' Council
and President's Advisory Council. Holden also indicated that he believes the Senate is now taken very seriously
and that there has been a change of attitude over the last three years regarding the respect given to faculty in
these meetings.
2.

CHAIR ELECT: Chair Elect Braunstein honored out-going Chair Holden for his service on the Faculty Senate.
Holden has served as a Faculty Senator representing the Industrial and Engineering Technology Department,
served as a member of the Ad Hoc Market Definition Committee, served as Chair of the Salary Administration
Board, served as Faculty Senate Chair Elect for 2000-01, and during the 2001-02 academic year served as Chair
of the Faculty Senate while also serving active duty in military service. In recognition of the particular excellence in
service to the university and to faculty, Chair Elect Braunstein presented Chair Holden with a certificate of
appreciation.

3.

PRESIDENT: 1. President Mcintyre informed Senators that Jay Kenton, CFO of Portland State, has accepted the
position of Vice President for Business and Financial Affairs. Update: Kenton withdrew his acceptance of the
position prior to being appointed by the Board of Trustees. 2. The search for the Vice President of University
Relations has been extended and will run into summer. President Mcintyre urged faculty members who will be on
campus during summer session to be involved in the interviews and submit evaluations. 3. The Japanese
Garden continues to be vandalized. Because of the expense of removing graffiti and repairing damage the garden
has been closed. Suggestions are welcome on what to do in terms of security. 4. President Mcintyre reminded
Senators that the annual Senate lunch is tomorrow, Thursday, May 30. The lunch is to express appreciation to
those rotating off the Senate and also those continuing to serve. 5. President Mcintyre also expressed her
appreciation to both Chair Lad Holden and Chair Elect Michael Braunstein for their service on the 2001-02 Faculty
Senate. She stated that the working relationship with the Senate is good, that much progress has been made,
and is looking forward to next year.

4. UNITED FACULTY OF CENTRAL: Lila Harper, Vice President of the United Faculty of Central, introduced
Wendy Rader-Konofalski, Labor Representative, Washington Federation of Teachers (WFT), who lobbied for the
enabling legislation. Ms. Rader-Konofalski gave a brief history of the lobbying efforts. She explained that in the
past efforts were made to gain voluntary agreement from the Board of Trustees to allow faculty to collectively
bargain, but those efforts failed. The enabling legislation has now removed that obstacle and Central is now in a
position to begin the process of conducting an election to determine whether or not the faculty are in favor of
unionization. The WFT and WEA have the resources to help faculty begin this process. The first step in the
process is to conduct a card solicitation. If 30 percent of the signature cards in the pool are returned in favor of
unionizing, then the Public Employee Relations Commission (PERC) will conduct an official election. If 50 percent
plus one of the faculty members voting approves collective bargaining in the PERC election, then there will be a
union. {Signature Cards : 30-percent of the pool, PERC : 50-percent of the members voting.} If collective
bargaining is approved, then it becomes an unfair labor act if the administration does not bargain. If a union is
approved and faculty do not wish to become a member, those faculty may have to pay fair-share dues because
the union must represent all official members of the faculty, member or not. A copy of the final bill with the
governor's veto language can be found at
http://www.leg.wa.gov/wsladm/billinfo/dspBiiiSummarv.cfm?billnumber=6440 .

Question and Answers
Question: What can faculty expect from the card election? Answer: The card campaign will begin this fall. The
results of the election are good for 90-days. Faculty can return cards using mail rather than going to a polling
place. If more than 70 percent of the cards are in favor of collective bargaining, the union then may bypass the
PERC election.
Question: Is there intent to contact faculty at home or in their offices? Answer: Faculty will try to be contacted in
their offices upon their return in the fall.
Question: How soon after an election fails can another be conducted? Answer: There is a one-year waiting
period . The same time period applies if faculty vote on decertifying. (After accepting a union, the process of
decertifying would be to eliminate the union.)
Question: Are all faculty classifications equal (part-time, full-time)? Answer: It will be one person, one vote.
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Questions: What portion of the standard union dues are fair-share dues? Rader-Konofalski did not know what the
exact amount would be, but stated that it is approximately the full amount.
5. EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION: Senator Wendy Williams, Chair of the Ad Hoc Evaluation of Instruction
Committee, provided the Senate with an update and progress of the committee's work spring quarter. The report
is attached as Exhibit C.
6. SENATE CONCERNS: 1. Senator Lori Braunstein expressed a concern regarding tabled motion no. 02-0SB,
approval of new programs in Information Technology and Administrative Management {IT AM), comments
attached as Exhibit D. Senator Braunstein's two main purposes for expressing this concern were to ask Provost
Soltz to answer questions identified in Exhibit D; why the programs have not yet been approved. She also wanted
to point out to faculty across the university that the problems in the curriculum process that ITAM experienced
could also happen in other departments. Provost Soltz stated that due to the late notice of the request to answer
the questions outlined in Exhibit D, he was not prepared to speak to all of the issues. In answer to the first
concern Soltz stated that a committee was formed to address the curricular concerns and that it took longer to
create the committee than was expected. The committee membership includes David Kaufman, Dean of the
Library and Chair of the committee, Wayne Klemin, ITAM, Chris Lee, Business Administration, Jim Schwing,
Computer Science, and Beatrice Coleman, Communication. The committee will report to Linda Beath, Associate
Vice President for Undergraduate Studies. The charge reads 'The ad hoc committee is charged with reviewing
the proposed programmatic changes in Computer and Information Technology within a larger context of university
programmatic goals and missions. Specifically the committee is to address the following questions: 1. How do
these programmatic outcomes address university goals and missions, 2. What resources are needed to
accomplish these goals, 3. Are these resources currently available, 4. What collaborative endeavors may be
useful and efficacious in delivery of these programs, 5. In the long term, how should the university design and
implement programs that require emerging technological resources?" The goal is to have a report before the end
of fall quarter so that programs are in a position to be offered by Fall 2003. The outcome of the committee's work
will also be applied to the Bachelor of Applied Science degree that is currently being proposed.
Senator Braunstein asked Senator Culj ak, Chair of the curriculum comm ittee, to speak to this issue. Senator
Culjak stated that the curriculum comm ittee was troubled by the situation from the beginning. She explained that
the curriculum committee is established so that the membership represents each of the colleges in the university.
This is done so lllal racully members frorn each of the colleges are aware of what curriculum is being examined by
the committee. When the curriculum committee reviewed the ITAM curriculum proposals, they determined that
the department had followed all the rules according to the university's curriculum procedures and had presented
the material in a very cogent and organized manner. There were no objections from the curriculum committee.
After the program was placed on the Faculty Senate agenda, concerns from various colleges arose and as Chair
of the curriculum committee, was called upon to attend a meeting to discuss these issues with the academic
deans. During the meeting a proposal was made, which also raised concerns, to allow the deans to pre-vet
curriculum. Senator Culjak indicated that the curriculum committee does understand that technical issues and
resource management, in particular, warrant examination across colleges.
Provost Soltz indicated that he would like to see something put into the curriculum approval process that
addresses major resource components that go across colleges. He emphasized the fact that the administration is
not trying to take the curriculum responsibility from faculty, but that Central has never addressed a program
proposal that has an impact on so many academic colleges and departments. The provost further stated that he
is attempting to organize a meeting with the associate deans to discuss overall curriculum issues, implementation,
and resource aspects. Senator Culjak suggested that the Chair of the curriculum committee be part of that
committee. The provost agreed.
2. Senator Alsoszatai-Petheo stated that he has enjoyed his service on the Faculty Senate and that it was a
pleasure, an honor and a privilege to serve with other Senators as colleagues.
7. STUDENT REPORT: David Uberti introduced himself as the 2002-03 Associated Students of Central Washington
University's Vice President for Academic Affairs.
8. FACULTY SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS:
ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE: No report.
BUDGET COMMITTEE: No report.
CODE COMMITTEE: No report.
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CURRICULUM COMMITTEE: Senator Culjak stated that the curriculum committee is working on revisions to
the curriculum policies and procedures that will be ready for adoption by the Faculty Senate at the beginning of
fall quarter.
DEVELOPMENT AND APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE: Senator Li, Chair of the development and
appropriations committee, presented recommendations for the use of faculty development days for the next
two years attached as Exhibit E.
The committee worked in consultation with the provost to layout the 2002-03 plan and will develop the 2003-04
plan next year. Provost Soltz added that the fall faculty day would be September 19, 2002. Faculty will receive
a notice before the end of finals week. Proposed topics for the event will revolve around who are our students,
what are our expectations of them, and what are their expectations of us.
GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE: Carey Gazis stated that the general education committee is planning
a general education faculty workshop sometime around the fall faculty meeting in September.
PERSONNEL COMMITTEE: No report.
PUBLIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE/COUNCIL OF FACULTY REPRESENTATIVES: No report.
OLD BUSINESS: No old business.
NEW BUSINESS: No new business.
ADJOURNMENT: The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.
Approved 10/09/02.
***NEXT REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING: October 9, 2002***
BARGE 412
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Exhibit A
Faculty Senate Academic Affairs' Committee

Heidi Szpek

3 years

Philosophy

3 years

Library

3 years
3 years

Industrial & Engineering Technology
English

Faculty Senate Budget Committee

Thomas Yeh
Faculty Senate Code Committee

Lad Holden
Patsy Callaghan

Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee

Wayne Klemin
Kirsten Tozer
Bruce Palmquist

3 years
3 years
3 years

Information Technology & Administrative Mgt.
Library
Physics

Faculty Senate Development and Appropriations Committee

James Beaghan
Jan Bowers

1 year
3 years

Business Administration
Family & Consumer Sciences

Faculty Senate General Education Committee

Carey Gazis

3 years

Geological Sciences

Faculty Senate Personnel Committee

Timothy Dittmer
Kirk Johnson

3 years
3 years

Economics
Sociology

Faculty Senate Public Affair's Committee

Daniel CannCasciato
James Huckabay
Todd Schaefer
Jeffrey Dippmann
Beatrice Coleman

1 year
3 years
1 year
2 years
3 years

Library (Chair Elect).
Geography & Land Studies (FLR).
Political Science
Philosophy
Communication (CFR)

1 year
3 years
3 years

Library (Chair Elect).
Geography and Land Studies (FLR).
Communication

3 years

Geography and Land Studies

Council of Faculty Representatives

Daniel CannCasciato
James Huckabay
Beatrice Coleman
Faculty Legislative Representative

James Huckabay

Exhibit B
Addition of Section 5-11 General Education Program to the CWU Policies and Procedures Manual.

5-11 General Education Program
5-11.1

To add a course to the General Education program, the course must meet the following two criteria:
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5-11.1.1

The course will promote the basic skills in writing, speaking, critical thinking, quantitative
reasoning, or information literacy, or a combination of the above.

5-11.1.2

The course will address some of the General Education program goals. (See Section 5-11.4)

5-11.2 Three additional criteria may be used when considering whether a course should be added to the General
Education program:
5-11.2.1

How the course promotes interdisciplinary teaching and learning.

5-11.2.2

How the course affects other courses in the General Education program (e.g., will it reduce
enrollments in other courses, does it eliminate bottlenecks, etc.).

5-11.2.3

How effectively and comprehensively the course addresses General Education program goals.

5-11.3 When proposing a new course for the General Education program, Curriculum Transmittal Form CCourse Additions plus the General Education appendix must be completed.
5-11.4 General Education goals:
1.

Students will become thoughtful and responsible members of society and stewards of the earth.

2.

Students will respect diversity of background, experience, and belief and value the different
perspectives that this diversity brings.

3.
4.
5.
6.

Students
Students
Students
Students

7.
8.

Students will integrate knowledge from diverse fields of study in order to solve real-world problems.
Students will become aware of the manifold ways that knowledge evolves.

9.

Students will develop a disposition for asking incisive and insightful questions.

will
will
will
will

achieve fluency in reading, writing, oral communication, and information technology.
master the basic principles of logical, mathematical, and scientific reasoning.
develop an appreciation of the breadth and depth of scientific and humanistic knowledge.
develop a sense of the interconnectedness of knowledge.

Exhibit C
Report of the Evaluation of Instruction Committee to the Faculty Senate
May 29,2002
I just wanted to provide the Faculty Senate with an update regarding the progress of the Evaluation of Instruction
Committee. Early this quarter, we divided our 16-member committee into 4 subcommittees each, charged with gathering
information on one of the 4 components to the charge given to us by the Faculty Senate.
At the first meeting of the committee as a whole on Saturday May 18th, each subcommittee made a brief presentation on
its progress. Please let me briefly summarize what we have accomplished thus far.

Student Evaluation of Instruction (SEOI)
The SEOI subcommittee has surveyed the research literature and identified those variables known to influence responses
on SEOI forms. They are also looking at what other peer institutions are doing with respect to SEOis. They are in the
process of comparing the costs and benefits of developing an in-house SEOI system versus going with one of several
commercially available assessments. And they are developing a computer-based survey for CWU faculty and
administrators to determine what works well at CWU; what does not, and what faculty think SEOI's should be used for.
They are also planning to hold student focus groups in order to get a perspective on what students expect from the new
system.
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Self-EOI

The self-evaluation of instruction subcommittee is in the process of determining which colleges and departments at CWU
have some form of self-evaluation in place. They plan to compile, share and analyze various methods of self-evaluation
for faculty found in the literature. They also plan to develop a summary of those evaluation systems already in place at
CWU with an analysis of their workability, implications for academic freedom and their potential as a university-wide
model. And they plan to provide similar assessments of other self-evaluation systems currently in use at other
Washington State colleges and universities.
Peer Evaluation of Instruction (PEOI)

The PEOI subcommittee made contact and met with the director of a newly developing model of peer observation here at
CWU. They also conducted extensive literature searches on the topic of faculty peer assessment. They discussed at
length many of the important factors and risks associated with peer assessment. Between now and Fall 2002, they plan to
continue to gather research literature from a variety of databases and to contact numerous peer institutions to see if and
how they utilize a peer evaluation system.
Administrative Assessment of Instruction

The discussion surrounding administrative assessment of instruction raised important questions regarding the
commitment of the administration to support the newly developed system. Much of the conversation revolved around the
notion that evaluation of instruction by its nature should be both evaluative and a forum for faculty development and
improvement. The question was raised regarding the role of the administration in designing and responding to this
evaluative/developmental process. The members of the committee as a whole agreed that more information is needed
regarding the expectations and hopes for this process on the part of the CWU administration. Furthermore, we need more
information regarding the role of administration in evaluation of instruction at peer institutions. These will be some of the
goals for Fall 2002.
Summary

Overall, we had a very productive 4-hour meeting in which a few themes arose.
1.

Faculty evaluation of instruction should reflect a process-oriented approach, and not provide a mere snapshot in time
of any one instructors teaching.

2.

Faculty evaluation of instruction should be aligned with the university's mission statement and goals. It must provide
for useful feedback and faculty development opportunities.

3.

Faculty evaluation of instruction must be viewed as valuable by all members of the system. Everyone must feel that
they have had an opportunity to contribute to the development of this new process.

4.

Faculty evaluation of instruction must protect academic freedom while, at the same time, providing our students with
as much educational excellence as possible.

My own note ... we have the potential to use this new system to set our goals high with respect to teaching excellence. But
to achieve this goal we must develop a system that supports good teaching rather than one that simply distinguishes good
teaching from bad.

Exhibit D

ITAM Curriculum, Senator Lori Braunstein Remarks
Faculty Senate Meeting, May 29, 2002
In March 2002 I came forward at the Faculty Senate meeting and reluctantly tabled a motion that had been submitted by
the Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee. This motion would have put into place curriculum developed by the faculty in
the Information Technology and Administrative Management Department.
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To reacquaint you briefly with the highlights of the curriculum:
•

We worked with our Advisory Committee, community colleges that transfer students to CWU, and surveys of our
department graduates and internship students.

•

Additionally, we aligned our curriculum using Skills Standards for Information Technology, developed by the Northwest
Center for Emerging Technology (NWCET) and sponsored by the National Science Foundation's Advanced
Technological Education Program. These skills standards were developed through extensive nationwide research, are
valid and reliable, and are updated every two years.

•

Our core course requirements are based on the Northwest Center for Emerging Technology's IT core curriculum,
which integrates both IT skills and soft skills such as communication, problem solving, teamwork, supervision, and
professional development.

•

Our specializations were based on three of eight identified Northwest Center for Emerging Technology's career
clusters: Network Design and Administration, Database Development and Administration, and Web Development and
Administration. Several of the remaining career clusters better belong in other departments on campus (i.e.,
Programming/Software Engineer in Computer Science, Enterprise Systems Analysis and Integration in the College of
Business, and Digital Media in Communications and Graphic Design) or are traditionally taught in 2-year institutions
(Technical Support and Technical Writing). Our faculty would, of course, be happy to share these research-based,
market-driven skills standards with our colleagues in other departments.

•

Finally, with 200 majors and over 80 graduates a year, our faculty feel a responsibility to provide our students with
innovative, cost-effective, market-driven curriculum.

In developing this curriculum and designing the marketing plan, our faculty went to great lengths to continue differentiating
ourselves from the College of Business and Computer Science.
•

The focus of ITAM is information technology skills combined with administrative skills. Graduates will work in
information technology, computer networking, web development, and database administration. Graduates are unlikely
to have skills necessary to secure positions in other functional areas of an organization (e.g., auditing, human resource
management, accounting, or finance.)

•

The focus of the College of Business is business skills supporting the functional areas of organizations (Accounting,
Operations, Marketing, Management, and Human Resources). Graduates will work in such positions as accounting,
auditing, job analysis, and operations management. Graduates are unlikely to have skills necessary to secure
positions in network systems design, database development and administration, web development and web team
management, or administrative support systems.

•

The focus of Computer Science is software development and programming skills.

One additional development since March -three of our faculty (myself, Dr. Bertelson, and Mrs. Lupton) were selected as
three of twenty-five Master Teachers across Washington State to participate in a three-year study of aligning IT curriculum
with the skills standards. Again as part of a National Science Foundation grant, we will be working to produce a model
other teachers can use to develop IT modules that are aligned with the skills standards. No other instructors from 4-year
institutions were chosen for this project.
My purpose today, then, is twofold. First, the faculty and students in the ITAM department have questions we would like
answered by the Provost. I was told by my department chair in March when I tabled the original motion that an ad hoc
committee was going to be established by the Provost to study how our curriculum fits with other departments across
campus. At this point, the only communication our department has received is that Dr. Wayne Klemin is on the committee.
1.
2.

Who else is on the committee and how was that decision made?
What is the charge of the committee?

3.
4.

What timeline has been established for committee decisions?
Do the committee members understand the sense of urgency the faculty and students of ITAM feel and can they work
under that same sense of urgency?

5.

Do all the committee members:
•

Understand IT curriculum?

•

Understand the skills standards?

•

Understand how our faculty have integrated the skills standards into our curriculum?
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6.

The curriculum process used by the ITAM department followed the University Policy code. Yet the rules seemed to
have been changed in the middle of the process. Why is the curriculum process being altered? Is this a permanent
modification to university curriculum policy? If it is not permanent, then why have the rules been changed for our
department? Should other departments be prepared for the rules to change when they submit curriculum according to
code?

7.

It was the understanding of the ITAM department, at the time we tabled the motion, that the issue would be resolved in
a short amount of time so that we could offer this important curriculum to our students. It has been five months since
our curriculum was passed by the Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee. Is there any reason why the motion cannot
be taken off the table and voted upon by the Faculty Senate today?

My second purpose is to point out to faculty across campus that what has happened to the curriculum in our department,
could happen to your curriculum. Can you imagine investing 2 years of time, hundreds of hours of research and work, and
the possible employment future of your graduates on curriculum that the administration will not let you implement? Can
you imagine being the only institution, 2-year or 4-year, in the state that combines what Sommers and Quaal of the
Northwest Policy Center of the University of Washington note as a major conclusion in their December 2001 study called
Re-Inventing Information Technology Education.
Our major conclusion from this project is that employers need workers with a combination of the skills that no higher
education program currently offers:
•

Very practical, hands on skills of the sort taught in 1- or 2-year technical programs

•

A broad range of problem solving, communication, and organizational culture skills gained with a 4-year university
degree

•

Opportunities to gain work experience

Neither community/technical colleges nor universities are providing this kind of education at present. The
community/technical college IT programs concentrate [more] on technical skills, [but] do not always produce graduates
that understand customer service, business models, or practical troubleshooting. University computer science and
engineering programs emphasize advanced theoretical skills necessary to succeed as a software developer or computer
engineer in a rapidly evolving technological field, but do not emphasize the practical skills needed in the typical IT
departments of business and government organizations. Employers have found few students with the combination of
business and technology skills they prefer.
It seems a shame that where we could be the leaders in the state in offering a combination of IT and soft skills courses,
that we are instead, forced to sit on the sideline and wait for an ad hoc committee to decide where our curriculum fits within
the university.

Exhibit E
1.

For 2002-2003 academic year, the provost, the deans and the department chairs each get a development day, with
the activities and commitment of faculty time to be determined in consultation with this committee.

2.

The provost be given priority and get the day of December 9, 2002, and that the ordering of the day for deans and
chairs, on March 17, 2003 and June 9, 2003 respectively, be decided through the coordination of the Dean's Council,
the Academic Department Chair's Organization, and this committee.

3.

The allocation of the three development days for academic year 2003-2004, on December 8, 2003, March 15, 2004,
and June 7, 2004 respectively, be recommended by next academic year's Faculty Senate Development and
Appropriations Committee.

4.

Each of the development days be assessed, using a campus-wide standardized feedback form.

FACULTV SENATE REGULAR MEETING
Wednesday, May 29, 2002, 3:10p.m.
BARGE 412
AGENDA

I.

ROLLCALL

II.

MOTION NO. 02-53: CHANGES TO AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Ill. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
IV. COMMUNICATIONS
V. ANSWERS TO SENATE CONCERNS (10 Minutes)
VI. REPORTS/ACTION ITEMS (20 Minutes)
Chair
Motion No. 02-54: "Ratification of the 2002-03 Standing Committee members attached as Exhibit A."
Motion No. 02-55: "Ratification of the 2002-03 Faculty Grievance Committee members attached as
Exhibit B."
Faculty Senate General Education Committee
Motion No. 02-56: "Addition of section 5-11 General Education Program to the Central Washington
University Policies manual attached as Exhibit C."
VII. REPORTS/DISCUSSION ITEMS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

CHAIR (10 Minutes)
CHAIR ELECT (10 Minutes)
PRESIDENT: (10 Minutes)
UNITED FACULTY OF CENTRAL (15 Minutes)
EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION: Wendy Williams (5 Minutes)
SENATE CONCERNS (10 Minutes)
STUDENT REPORT (5 Minutes)
SENATE COMMITTEES (10 Minutes)
Academic Affairs Committee: Susan Donahoe
Budget Committee: Thomas Yeh
Code Committee: David Dauwalder
Curriculum Committee: Toni Culjak
Development and Appropriations Committee: Charles Li
General Education Committee: Carey Gazis
Personnel Committee: Rob Perkins
Public Affairs Committee/Council of Faculty Representatives: Michael Braunstein

VIII.

OLD BUSINESS

IX.

NEW BUSINESS

X.

ADJOURNMENT
***NEXT REGULAR SENATE MEETING: October 9, 2002***
BARGE 412

Exhibit A
Faculty Senate Academic Affairs' Committee

Heidi Szpek

3 years

Philosophy, first term .

3 years

Library, served on committee since 1994.

3 years
3 years

Industrial & Engineering Technology, first term .
English, served on committee for 1 year.

Faculty Senate Budget Committee

Thomas Yeh
Faculty Senate Code Committee

Lad Holden
Patsy Callaghan

Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee

Wayne Klemin
Kirsten Tozer
Bruce Palmquist

3 years
3 years
3 years

Information Technology & Administrative Mgt., first term.
Library, served on committee for 1 year.
Physics, first term.

Faculty Senate Development and Appropriations Committee

James Beaghan
Jan Bowers

1 year
3 years

Business Administration, served on committee for 2 years .
Family & Consumer Sciences, first term.

Faculty Senate General Education Committee

Carey Gazis

3 years

Geological Sciences, served on committee for 2 years .

Faculty Senate Personnel Committee

Timothy Dittmer
Kirk Johnson

3 years
3 years

Economics, served on committee of 3 years.
Sociology, first term.

Faculty Senate Public Affair's Committee

Daniel CannCasciato
James Huckabay
Todd Schaefer
Jeffrey Dippmann
Beatrice Coleman

1 year
3 years
1 year
2 years
3 years

Library (Chair Elect).
Geography & Land Studies (FLR).
Political Science, first term.
Philosophy, first term.
Communication (CFR)

1 year
3 years
3 years

Library (Chair Elect).
Geography and Land Studies (FLR).
·
Communication, first term.

3 years

Geography and Land Studies, first term .

Council of Faculty Representatives

Daniel CannCasciato
James Huckabay
Beatrice Coleman
Faculty Legislative Representative

James Huckabay

Exhibit B
Faculty Grievance Committee

To replace Robert Jacobs, Political Science, as a regular member on the Faculty Grievance Committee.
Terrence Schwartz

2 years

Psychology

Exhibit C
Proposal to add Section 5-11 General Education Program to the CWU Policies and Procedures Manual.

5-11

General Education Program
5-11.1 To add a course to the General Education program, the course must meet the following two criteria:
5-11.1

The course will promote the basic skills in writing, speaking, critical thinking, quantitative
reasoning, or information literacy, or a combination of the above.
5-11.2 The course will address some of the General Education program goals. (See Section 5-11.4)

5-11.2 Three additional criteria may be used when considering whether a course should be added to the
General Education program~
5-11.2.1
5-11.2.2
5-11.2.3

How the course promotes interdisciplinary teaching and learning.
How the course affects other courses in the General Education program (e.g., will it
reduce enrollments in other courses, does it eliminate bottlenecks, etc.).
How effectively and comprehensively the course addresses General Education program
goals.

5-11 .3 When proposing a new course for the General Education program, Curriculum Transmittal Form CCourse Additions plus the General Education appendix must be completed.
5-11

General Education goals:
1.

Students will become thoughtful and responsible members of society and stewards of the earth .

2.

Students will respect diversity of background, experience, and belief and value the different
perspectives that this diversity brings .

3.

Students will achieve fluency in reading, writing, oral communication, and information
technology.

4. Students will master the basic principles of logical, mathematical, and scientific reasoning .
5.

Students will develop an appreciation of the breadth and depth of scientific and humanistic
knowledge.

6.

Students will develop a sense of the interconnectedness of knowledge.

7.

Students will integrate knowledge from diverse fields of study in order to solve real-world
problems.

8.

Students will become aware of the manifold ways that knowledge evolves.

9. Students will develop a disposition for asking incisive and insightful questions.
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Please sign your name if you are not a faculty senator.

Reasons why amendment on 2SHB 2403 is unworkable and inappropriate
• This was a cooperatively drafted bill. One of the underlying agreements of
this bill is that the time honored institution of faculty senates would not be
endangered by collective bargaining.
• Faculty senates perform very distinct functions that include curriculum
development, content of courses, departmental policies and issues and other
professional matters. They have no mechanism to deal with the issues that
collective bargaining would deal with: wages and terms and conditions of
employment.
• Eastern Washington University has been bargaining since 1996 and has both
a faculty senate and a union. These two bodies work excellently together, each
with their distinct functions that allow the university to work in an efficient and
effective manner. Collective bargaining has helped Eastern arise from an
enrollment crisis and salary woes-all without extra funding from the state or
raising tuition.
• The underlying bill is intended to remove obstacles to allowing faculty the
right to bargain as all other faculty and school employees in this state do. To
disallow faculty to use all the tools at their disposal to create better and more
efficient mechanisms of dealing with local issues would have the effect of
increasing the obstacles.
• Community colleges do not have a prohibition on having both unions and
faculty senates-and many of them have both. They, too, understand that
some professional, departmental issues are better left to a faculty senate
structure. Seattle Central Community College, chosen as one of four higher
education institutions in the nation to be honored as a "Best College" has had
collective bargaining since the late 1960s. They also have a faculty senate.
• All over the country, universities have both faculty senates and unions
working together. Attached is a list of those universities by state.

THE COLLECTIVE BARGAINING PROCESS AND RIGHTS OF EMPLOYEES
Collective bargaining statutes create a process of communications, coupled with a coordinated
system of dispute resolution procedures. The Public Employment Relations Commission (PERC)
i.s a state agency charged with responsibility for the "uniform and impartial . . . efficient and experf'
administration of certain state collective bargaining laws. RCW 41.58.005.
Employees covered by the PERC-administered state collective bargaining laws have:
.,/

The right to self-organization .

.,/

The right to fonn, join or assist labor or employee organizations .

.,/

The right to bargain collectively through representatives of their own choice .

.,/

The right to refuse to pay dues or agency fees to a union unless the union selected
by a majority of the employees in an appropriate bargaining unit and the employer
agree to union security provisions in a collective bargaining agreement.

State laws and PERC rules are designed to protect employees in the free exercise of their statutory
rights, and certain types of employer and union conduct are prohibited. Examples of improper

conduct include:

+

Threats of loss of jobs or benefits, or threats of physical force or violence, if made by an
employer or union to influence an employee' s choice concerning union representation or
involvement in union activities.

+

Discharge of an employee er employees, to discourage or encourage union activity, or a union
causing an employee to be discharged to discourage or encourage union activity.

+

Promising or granting changes of employee wages, hours or working conditions while a
representation petition is pending before the Commission.

+

Misstatements of important facts by an employer or union while a representation case is
pending before the Commission, where the other .p arty does not have a fair chance to reply.

+

Making campaign speeches to assembled groups of empleyees on the employer's time within
24 hours prior to the opening of the polls for on-site elections, or after the issuance of ballots
in a mail ballot election. This prohibition continues through the tally of ballots.

+

Suggesting or implying that the Commission or its procedures favor any choice to be made by
employees concerning union representation.

+

Failure or refusal of the employer and/or exclusive bargaining representative to meet with one
another at reasonable times and places for the purposes of collective bargaining.

+

Breaches of good faith by either an employer or union in negotiations with one another.

All parties are expected to comply with the law. Improper conduct will n.ot be permitted. Violations
may ·result in setting aside an election or other appropriate remedies, including reinstatement and
back pay for employees fired from their jobs.

1

Four-Year Institutions with both Collective Bargaining and Faculty Senates
According to the Higher Education·Directory {2002), the University of Washington has a Carnegie
Classification of Doctoral/Research Universities-Extensive. The 21 institutions marked with an
asterisk ( * ) in this list fall into the same Carnegie classification.

Alaska
University of Alaska {AFT/AAUP)
California
California State University (NEA/ AAUP)
Connecticut
Connecticut State University (AAUP)
University of Connecticut (AAUP)*
Delaware
University of Delaware (AAUP)*
Florida
University of Florida (AFT/NEA)*
Florida State University (AFT/NEA)*
Florida A&M (AFT/NEA)
Florida Gulf Coast University (AFT/NEA)
Florida International University (AFT/NEA)
Florida Atlantic University (AFT/NEA)
University of Central Florida (AFT/NEA)
University of North Florida (AFT/NEA)
University of South Florida (AFT/NEA)*
University of West Florida (AFT/NEA)
Hawaii
University of Hawaii at Manoa (NEA)* (plus all other campuses)
Illinois
Chicago State University (AFT)
Eastern Illinois University (AFT)
Governor's State University (AFT)
Northeastern Illinois University (AFT)*
Northern Illinois University (AFT)
Western Illinois University (AFT)
Maine
University of Maine (NEA)*
Massachusetts ·
University of Massachusetts-Amherst (NEA)*
University of Massachusetts-Dartmouth (AFT)
University of Massachussett-Lowell (NEA)
Massachusetts State Colleges (NEA)

Michigan
Wayne State University (AFT/AAUP)*

Montana
University of Montana (AFT/NEA)

New Hampshire
University of New Hampshire (AAUP)*

New Jersey
Rutgers University (AAUP)*
New Jersey State College System (AFT)

New York
State University of New York (AFT)
Stony Brook,* Buffalo,* Albany,* Binghamton*
City University of New York (AFT)
Graduate Center*

Ohio
Cleveland State University (AAUP)
University of Cincinnati (AAUP)*
Oregon
Portland State University (AAUP)
Western Oregon University (AFT)

Pennsylvania
Pennsylvania State Colleges (Ind)
Temple University (AFT)*

Rhode Island
Rhode Island College (AFT)
University of Rhode Island (AAUP)*

Vermont
University of Vermont (AFT/AAUP)*
Vermont State Colleges (AFT)

Washington
Eastern Washington University (AFT/NEA)

.'
...

-···--

UNIVERSITIES, COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGENTS AND UNITS
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
IN THE UNITED STATES1

COLLEGE
CALIFORNIA
California State University System
CSU Bakersfield
C~ Polytechnical University Pomona
CSU Chico
CSU Domingues Hills
CSU Fresno
CSU Fullerton
CSU Hayward
CSU Long Beach
CSU Los Angeles
CSU Northridge
CSU Sacramento
CSU San Bernardino
CSU San Marcos
CSU Stanislaus
Humboldt University
Su Diego State Univenity
Su Francisco University
San. Jose State University
Sonoma Sgte University
San Francisco Art Institute
University of California
•Lecturen
•ubnrians
•Faculty
UC Berkley
UC Davis
UC Irvine
UC Los Angeles
UC Riverside
UC San Diego
UC San Francisco

1

BARGAINING
AGENT

CFAIAAUP/NEA

UNIT SIZE:

FULL TIME 18,400

Independent
AFT
UFUAFT
SCFAIAAUP

Douglas, Joel M., and Michael Sandorfy, Directory of
Faculty Contracts and Bargaining Agents In Institutions of Hiaher
Education. City College of New York, N.Y.: The National Center
for the Study of Collective Bargaining in Higher Education and
t·he Professions-Baruch College, 1992.

'

UC Santa Barbara
lJC Santa Cruz
University of San Francisco

AFT

Regis University

AAUP

CONNEcriCUT
Conn. State University System
• Administrative Faculty
Central Conn. State University
Eastern Conn. State University
Southern Conn. State University
Western Conn. State University
Quinnipiac College
Teikyo Post University
U.S. Coast Guard Academy·
.. University of Bridgeport
University of Connecticut (2 and 4 year)
Hartford
Southeastern
Stamford
Storrs
Torrington
Waterbury

AAUP
AFSCME

AFT
AAUP
AFGE
AAUP
AAUP

471
70

2,206
314

155

27
35

170
1,737

DELAWARE
Delaware State College
University of Delaware

AAUP
AAUP

DISTRICT OF COJ.:UMBIA
American University
University D.C.

Independent
NEA

FLORIDA
Florida State University System
--t,SOO put time
Florida Agric. & Mech. University
Florida Atlantic University
Florida International University
Florida State University
University of Central Florida
University-of Florida
University of N. Florida
University of S. Florida
University of W. Florida
Saint Leo College

UFF!FrP/NEA

UFF/NEA

165
1'90

24
430

6,800

-54

HAWAII
University of Hawaii (2 and 4 year)
Manoa College
West Oahu College
UH-Hilo

UHP AIAAUPINEA

2_751

.

. .
ILLINOIS
Illinois Board of Gov. Universities
Chicago State University
Eastern Illinois University
Governors Sute University
Northeastern Illinois University
Western Illinois University
Sangamon State University

AFT

167

IOWA
University of Northern Iowa (full and part time)

NEA

680

KANSAS
Pittsburg State University

NEA

. 218

NEA
PATFAIAFT

1,359
302

MAINE
University of Maine System
•full Time
•Put Time
U of Maine
U of Maine-Augusta
U of Maine-Farmington
U of Maine-Fort Kent
U of Maine-Machias
U of Maine-PNsque Isle
U of Southern Maine
MARYLAND
Towson State University
MASSACHUSETTS
Berklee College of Music
•54 part time
Emerson College
Massachusetts State Colleges
~.oso Division of Continuing Ed. part time
Bridgewater State College
Fitchburg State College
Framingham State College
Massachusetts College of Art
Massachusetts Maritime Academy
North Adams Sute College
S~lem State College
Westfield State College
Worcester State College
Simon's Rock College of Bud
University of Massachusetts
Amherst Campus
Boston Campus
Lowell Campus
Dartmouth Campus
•77 part time and visiting lecturers
Wentworth Institute of Technology
Bos_ton Campus

UPIIIFT/AFT

1,750

AAUP

525

AFT

205

AAUP
NEAIMTA

95
1,535

AFT
MSP/FSUIMTAINEA

30
1,800

MSP/MTAINEA
AFT

509
313

AFT

130

.
East Coast Aero Technical School
MICHIGAN
Adrian College
Baker College of Flint (2 and 4 year)
Central Michigan University
Detroit College of Business
Eastern Michigan University
Ferris State University
Kendall College of Art and Design
Lake Superior State University
Northern Michiga_, University
School of Technology and Applied Sciences
Oakland University
•s7 part time
Saginaw Valley State University
University of Detroit
W.yne State University (full and part time)
Western Michigan University (full and part time)
Battle Creek Campus
Benton Harbor Campus
Grand Rapids Campus
Kalamazoo (Main) Campus
Lansing Campus
Muskegon Campus
MINNESOTA
Minnesota State University
Bemidji State University
Manbto State University
Metropolitan State University
Moorhead State University
Saint Cloud State University
Southwest State University
Winona State University
University of Minnesota (2 and 4 year)
Deluth C.ampus

AFT

39

NEA
NEA
NEA
NEA
AAUP
NEA
KFAJMEAINEA
MEAINEA
AAUP
MEAINEA
AAUP

56
35

MEA/NEA
MEAINEA
AAUP
AAUP

Independent

NEA

648

24
680
517
72
116
305
26
385

166
439

1,475
780

2,700

367

MISSOURI
Park College

AFT

MONTANA
Eastern Montana College
Northem Montana College
University of Montana (full and part time)
Western Montana College

AAUP/AFr
AFT
AFT
AFT

220

SCEAINEA

239

AAUP

430

NEBRASKA
Nebraska State College
Chadron State College
Peru State College
W.ayne State College
University of Nebraska
Omaha

.

85
424
47

.•

. .

Kearney
University of Nebraska-Lincoln (Law)

UNKEA/NEA
Independent

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Franklin Pierce College (full and part time)
Keene State College
New Hampshire College
University of New Hampshire

AFT
NEA
NHAPEIAAUP
AAUP

NEW JERSEY
Bloomfield College (full and part time)
Monmouth College
New Jersey Institute of Technology
New Jersey State College Systems
Glassboro State College
Jersey City State College
Kean College of New Jersey
-~
Montclair State College
Runapo College of New Jersey
Stockton State College
Thomas A. Edison State College
Trenton State College
William Paterson College of New Jersey
Rider College (full and part time)
Rutgers, The State University of New Jeney
Camden Campus
New Brunswick Campus
Newark Campus
University of Medicine and Dentistry of N.J.
-n9 part time
Graduate School of Biomedical Sciences
New Jersey Dental School
New Jersey Medical School
School of Osteopathic Medicine
Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
School of Health Related Professions
•6 part time

'

NEW YORK
Adelphi University
•381 part time
Bard College
City University of New York (2 and 4 year)
•7,900 part time
Baruch College
Brooklyn College
City College
College of Staten Island
Graduate School and University Center
Hunter College
John Jay College of Criminal Justice
Lehman College
New York Technical College

AAUP
AAUP
PSA/AAUP
AFT

315
2S

110

157
100
619

so
152
350
3,024

AAUP
AAUP

~52

AAUP

1,()82

NJEAINEA

AAUP
AAUP
PSC/AFT/AAUP

308

41

287

92
9,300

Queens College
York College
College of Insurance
Cooper Union
Comell University - Adjunct Faculty
Long Island Campus
New York CitY Campus ·
Westchester/Rockland Campus
Dowling College
D'Youville College
Fashion Institute of Technology (2 and 4 year)
•236 part time, 606 adjunct
Fordham University
Hofstra University
•300 part time
Long Island University-Brooklyn Center
College of Pharmacy
Long Island University-C.W. Post Center
• Adjunct Faculty
Long Island University
Marymount College
New York Institute of Technology
Niagara University
Pratt Institute
•350 part time
Brooklyn
Pratt Manhattan Center
St. John's University (2 and 4 yeu)
•305 part time
Sute University of New York (2 and 4 year)
College of Environmenul Sci. and For.-Syracuse
Institute of Technology at Utica/Rome
Empire State College
Maritime College at Fort Schuyler
Sute University Colleges
Brockport
Buffalo
Cortland
Fredonia
Geneseo
New Paltz
Old Westbury
Oneonu
Plattsburgh
Potsdam
Purchase
State University of New York
Albany
Binghamton
Buffalo
Stony Brook
Medial Centers
Brooklyn Health Science Center
College of Optometry at New York Center

AAUP
NYSUT/AFT
NYSUT/AFT

17
61
200

NYSUT/AFT
AAUP
NYSUT/AFT

555

Independent
AAUP

440

NYEAINEA
AAUP

NYSUT/AFT
CWA
NYSUT/AFT
AAUP
AAUP
AAUP
NYSUT/AFT

AAUP/Independent
UUP/NYSUT/AFT

92
72

26 .

84

30
350
425
64

59
311

140
120

615
16,200

..
\

.. .

.
Syracuse Health Science Center .
U.S.' Merchant Marine Academy
Utica College of Syracuse
OHIO
Dyke College
Kent State University (2 and 4 year)
Main Campus
Shawnee State University
University of Cincinnati (2 and 4 year)
Raymond Walters College
University of Rio Grande (2 and 4 yeu)
Wilberforce University
Youngstown State University
OREGON
Portland State University
•Part time
Southem Oregon State College
Westem Oregon State College (full and part time)
Westem States Chiropractic
•26 part time
PENNSYLVANIA
Uncoln University
Moore College of Art and Design
•47 part time
Pennsylvania State System of Higher Education
•Full and part time
Bloomsburg University of Pennsylvania
California University of Pennsylvania
Cheyney University of Pennsylvania
Carlon University of Pennsylvania
East Stroudsburg University of Pennsylvania
Edinboro University of Pennsylvania
'Indiana University of Pennsylvania
Kutztown University of Pennsylvania
Lock Haven University of Pennsylvania
Mansfield University of Pennsylvania
Millersville University of Pennsylvania
Shippensburg University of Pennsylvania
Slippery Rock University of Pennsylvania
West Chester University of Pennsylvania
Robert Morris College
·Spring Garden College
Temple University
Ambler Campus
Philadelphia Campus
Tyler School of Art Campus
Temple University Law School
University of Pittsburgh Medical School
•Full and part time
University of Scranton

AFGE
AAUP

91
119

AFI'
AAUP

20
877

NEA
AAUP

1930

Independent
AAUP
NEA

AAUP
AFI'
Independent
AFI'
Independent/ AFI'

AAUP
AFr
APSCUF/AFI'

AFI'
AFI'
TAUP/AFI'

lOS
85
49

w

510
250

198
180
35

80
40

5,190

121

32
1,164

TAUP/AFI'
Independent

43
831

Independent

245

..

RHODE ISLAND
Bryant College
-,_40 part time
Rhode Island College
Rhode Island School of Design
-,6 part time
Roger Williams College
•56 part time
Bristol Campus
Providence
University of Rhode Island
C.C.E. Campus
Kingston Campus
Narragansett Bay Campus
W. Alton Jones Campus
SOUTIJDAKOTA
South Dakota Board of Regents System
Black Hill~ State University
Dakota State University
Northern State University
South Dakota School of Mines and Technology
South Dakota State Univenity
University of South Dakota
YERMO NT
Vermont State·Colleges (2 and 4 year)
•69 adjunct faculty
Castleton State College
Johnson State College
Lyndon State college
WISCONSIN
Northland College

AFT

140

AFT
NEA

375
114

NEA

119

AAUP

695

NEA

1.051

AFT

265

Independent

•

•

lllolt

42
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

Wendy Williams
Nancy Bradshaw
05/29/2002 2:14:58 PM
Re: Faculty Peer Evaluation

Nancy,
Here is my quicky speech . It may run closer to 5 minutes but I thought since I have the time, I would use it.
You don't have to put it in the minutes, but I thought you would like to have it for our files.
Wendy

Report of the Evaluation of Instruction Committee to the Faculty Senate
May 29,2002
I just wanted to provide the Faculty Senate with an update regarding the progress of the Evaluation of
Instruction Committee. Early this quarter, we divided our 16 member committee into 4 subcommittees
each, charged with gathering information on one of the 4 components to the charge given to us by the
Faculty Senate.
At the first meeting of the committee as a whole on Saturday May 18th, each sub-committee made a brief
presentation on its progress. Please let me briefly summarize what we have accomplished thus far.

SEOI
The SEOI subcommittee has surveyed the research literature and identified those variables known to
influence responses on SEOI forms. They are also looking at what other peer institutions are doing with
respect to SEOis. They are in the process of comparing the costs and benefits of developing an in-house
SEOI system versus going with one of several commercially available assessments. And they are
developing a computer based survey for CWU faculty and administrators to determine what works well at
CWU; what does not, and what faculty think SEOI's should be used for. They are also planning to hold
student focus groups in order to get a perspective on what students expect from the new system.

Self-EOI
The self-evaluation of instruction subcommittee is in the process of determining which colleges and
departments at CWU have some form of self-evaluation in place. They plan to compile, share and analyze
various methods of self-evaluation for Faculty found in the literature. They also plan to develop a summary
of those evaluation systems already in place a CWU with an analysis of their workability, implications for
academic freedom and their potential as a university wide model. And they plan to provide similar
assessments of other self-evaluation systems currently in use at other Washington State colleges and
universities.

PEOI
The PEOI pUb-committee made contact and met with the director of a newly developing model of peer
observation here at CWU. They also conducted extensive literature searches on the topic of faculty peer
assessment. They discussed at length many of the important factors and risks associated with peer
assessment. Between now and Fall 2002, they plan to continue to gather research literature from a variety
of databases and to contact numerous peer intitutions to see if and how they utilize a peer evaluation
system.

Administrative Assessment of Instruction

The discussion surrounding adminstrative assessment of instruction raised important questions regarding
the committment of the administration to support the newly developed system. Much of the conversation
revolved around the notion that EOI by its nature should be both evaluative and a forum for faculty
development and improvement. The question was raised regarding the role of the Administration in
designing and responding to this evaluative/developmental process. The members of the committee as a
whole agreed that more information is needed regarding the expectations and hopes for this process on
the part of the CWU adminstration. Furthermore, we need more information regarding the role of
administration in EOI at peer institutions. These will be some of the goals for Fall 2002.
Summary
Overall, we had a very productive 4 hour meeting in which a few themes arose.
1) Faculty evaluation of instruction should reflect a process-oriented approach, and not provide a mere
snapshot in time of any one instructors teaching.
2) Faculty evaluation of instruction should be aligned with the Unviersity's mission statement and goals. It
must provide for useful feedback and faculty development opportunites.
3) Faculty evaluation of instruction must be viewed as valuable by all members of the system. Everyone
must feel that they have had a opportunity to contribute to the development of this new process.
4) Faculty evaluation of instruction must protect academic freedom while, at the same time, providing our
students with as much educational excellence as possible.

My own note ... we have the potential to use this new system to set our goals high with respect to teaching
excellence. But to achieve this goal we must develop a system which supports good teaching rather than
one that simply distinguishes good teaching from bad.
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LORI A. BRAUNSTEIN, Ph.D.

....

Associate Professor

rENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
Department of Information Technology
and Administrative Management
400 East Bth Avenue
Ellensbu rg WA 98926·7488
Olflce: 509-963·3020 • FAX : 509-963-1721
E-mail ; b raun s ll @cwu.ed u. www.cwu.edu/- itam

ITAM Curriculum
Senate Meeting, May 29, 2002

;the Faculty Senate meeting and reluctantly tabled a
•
•
•
y the Faculty Senate CumcuJum Comrmttee. This
munon woum nave put ffit6 place curriculum developed by the faculty in the Information
Technology and Administrative Management Department.
To reacquaint you briefly with the highlights of the curriculum:
• We worked with our Advisory Committee, community colleges that transfer
students to CWU, and surveys of our department graduates and internship
students
• Additionally, we aligned our curriculum using Skills Standards for Information
Technology, developed by the Northwest Center for Emerging Technology
(NWCET) and sponsored by the National Science Foundation's Advanced
Technological Education Program. These skills standards were developed through
extensive nationwide research, are valid and reliable, and are updated every two
years.
• Our core course requirements are based on the Northwest Center for Emerging
Technology's IT core curriculum, which integrates both IT skills and soft skills
such as communication, problem solving, teamwork, supervision, and
professional development.
• Our specializations were based on three of eight identified Northwest Center for
Emerging Technology's career clusters: Network Design and Administration,
Database Development and Administration, and Web Development and
Administration. Several of the remaining career clusters better belong in other
departments on campus (i.e., Programming/Software Engineer in Computer
Science, Enterprise Systems Analysis and Integration in the College of Business,
and Digital Media in Communications and Graphic Design) or are traditionally
taught in 2-year institutions (Technical Support and Technical Writing). Our
faculty would, of course, be happy to share these research-based, market-driven
skills standards with our colleagues in other departments.
• Finally, with 200 majors and over 80 graduates a year, our faculty feel a
responsibility to provide our students with innovative, cost-effective, marketdriven curriculum.

In developing this curriculum and designing the marketing plan, our faculty went to great
lengths to continue differentiating ourselves from the College ofBusiness and Computer
Science.
•

The focus of IT AM is information technology skills combined with administrative
skills. Graduates will work in information technology, computer networking, web
development, and database administration. Graduates are unlikely to have skills
necessary to secure positions in other functional areas of an organization (e.g.,
auditing, human resource management, accounting, or finance.)

(

.
•

•

The focus of the College ofBusiness is business skills supporting the functional
areas of organizations (Accounting, Operations, Marketing, Management, and
Human Resources). Graduates will work in such positions as accounting,
auditing, job analysis, and operations management. Graduates are unlikely to have
skills necessary to secure positions in network systems design, database
development and administration, web development and web team management, or
administrative support systems
The focus of Computer Science is software development and programming skills.

One additional development since March- three of our faculty (myself, Dr. Bertelson,
and Mrs. Lupton) were selected as three of twenty-five Master Teachers across
Washington State to participate in a three-year study of aligning IT curriculum with the
skills standards. Again as part of a National Science Foundation grant, we will be
working to produce a model other teachers can use to develop IT modules that are
aligned with the skills standards. No other instructors from 4-year institutions were
chosen for this project.
My purpose today, then, is twofold. First, the faculty and students in the IT AM
department have questions we would like answered by the Provost. I was told by my
department chair in March when I tabled the original motion that an ad hoc committee
was going to be established by the Provost to study how our curriculum fits with other
departments across campus. At this point, the only communication our department has
received is that Dr. Wayne Klemin is on the committee.
1. Who else is on the committee and how was that decision made?
2. What is the charge of the committee?
3. What timeline has been established for committee decisions?
4. Do the committee members understand the sense of urgency the faculty and students of
IT AM feel and can they work under that same sense of urgency?
5. Do all the committee members:
• Understand IT curriculum?
• Understand the skills standards?
• Understand how our faculty have integrated the skills standards into our
curriculum?
6. The curriculum process used by the ITAM department followed the University Policy
code. Yet the rules seemed to have been changed in the middle of the process. Why is
the curriculum process being altered? Is this a permanent modification to university
curriculum policy? If it is not permanent, then why have the rules been changed for
our department? Should other departments be prepared for the rules to change when
they submit curriculum according to code?
7. It was the understanding ofthe ITAM department, at the time we tabled the motion,
that the issue would be resolved in a short amount of time so that we could offer this
important curriculum to our students. It has been five months since our curriculum
was passed by the Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee. Is there any reason why the
motion cannot be untabled and voted upon by the Faculty Senate today?

My second purpose is to point out to faculty across campus that what has happened to the
curriculum in our department, could happen to your curriculum. Can you imagine
investing 2 years oftime, hundreds ofhours of research and work, and the possible
employment future of your graduates on curriculum that the administration will not let
you implement? Can you imagine being the only institution, 2-year or 4-year, in the state
that combines what Sommers and Quaal of the Northwest Policy Center ofthe University
of Washington note as a major conclusion in their December 2001 study called ReInventing Information Technology Education.
Our major conclusion from this project is that employers need workers with a
combination of the skills that no higher education program currently offers:
•
•
•

Very practical, hands on skills of the sort taught in 1- or 2-year technical
programs
A broad range of problem solving, communication, and organizational
culture skills gained with a 4-year university degree
Opportunities to gain work experience

Neither community/technical colleges nor universities are providing this kind of
education at present. The community/technical college IT programs concentrate
[more] on technical skills, [but] do not always produce graduates that understand
customer service, business models, or practical troubleshooting. University
computer science and engineering programs emphasize advanced theoretical skills
necessary to succeed as a software developer or computer engineer in a rapidly
evolving technological field, but do not emphasize the practical skills needed in
the typical IT departments of business and government organizations. Employers
have found few students with the combination ofbusiness and technology skills
they prefer.
It seems a shame that where we could be the leaders in the state in offering a combination

ofiT and soft skills courses, that we are instead, forced to sit on the sideline and wait for
an ad hoc committee to decide where our curriculum fits within the university.

